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1  Generalized estimation equation model 	  

��  (n=107)    (n=119)  Group Period 
Group x 

period 

 
 

� � 
Effect size 

(d  
 � � 

Effect size 

(d   
effect effect interaction 

UWES         
   

 �� 

2.5±1.1 

(2.3-2.7) 

2.4±1.2 

(2.2-2.6) 
0.02  2.5±1.1 

(2.3-2.7) 

2.4±1.2 

(2.2-2.6) 
-0.08  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 �� 

6.9±3.2 

(6.3-7.5) 

6.9±3.6 

(6.2-7.6) 
0.01  7.2±3.3 

(6.6-7.8) 

6.7±3.5 

(6.0-7.3) 
-0.15  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 �� 

8.3±3.4 

(7.6-8.9) 

8.2±3.6 

(7.5-8.9) 
-0.03  8.3±3.7 

(7.6-9.0) 

8.1±3.9 

(7.4-8.8) 
-0.06  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 �� 

7.0±3.6 

(6.3-7.7) 

7.2±3.8 

(6.4-7.9) 
0.06  7.2±3.7 

(6.5-7.8) 

7.1±3.7 

(6.4-7.8) 
  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

STAI-   
          

 ������ 

20.3±6.7 

(19.1-21.6) 

20.8±6.5 

(19.6-22.0) 
0.08  20.3±6.5 

(19.1-21.4) 

20.1±6.7 

(18.9-21.3) 
-0.03  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 ������ 

28.7±5.4 

(27.7-29.7) 

28.2±5.5 

(27.1-29.2) 
-0.09  28.2±5.6 

(27.2-29.2) 

28.3±5.4 

(27.3-29.3) 
0.02  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 �� 

49.0±10.8 

(47.0-51.1) 

49.0±10.4 

(47.0-50.9) 
0.01  48.5±10.5 

(46.6-50.4) 

48.5±10.7 

(46.5-50.4) 
0.01  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

STAI-   
          

 ������ 

17.4±6.8 

(16.1-18.7) 

17.1±6.0 

(15.9-18.3) 
-0.05  17.1±6.0 

(16.0-18.2) 

16.7±6.2 

(15.6-17.8) 
-0.07  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 ������ 

27.8±7.0 

(26.4-29.1) 

27.8±6.5 

(26.5-29.0) 
0.01  28.2±6.9 

(26.9-29.4) 

27.3±6.7 

(26.1-28.5)* 
-0.13  n.s. n.s. n.s. 
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 �� 

45.2±12.3 

(42.8-47.5) 

44.9±11.0 

(42.8-47.0) 
-0.03  45.3±11.4 

(43.2-47.4) 

44.0±11.6 

(41.9-46.1)* 
-0.12  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

UMACL  
          

 $&'%(	� 

14.9±4.2 

(14.1-15.7) 

14.4±4.2 

(13.6-15.2) 
-0.12  14.9±4.2 

(14.1-15.6) 

14.7±3.8 

(14.1-15.4) 
-0.05  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 �
�� 

12.5±4.4 

(11.6-13.3) 

12.4±4.3 

(11.6-13.2) 
-0.02  12.5±4.3 

(11.7-13.3) 

12.6±4.5 

(11.8-13.4) 
0.02  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

DUWAS  
          

 �!�" 

1.9±0.6 

(1.8-2.0) 

1.9±0.6 

(1.8-2.0) 
0.01  1.9±0.6 

(1.8-2.0) 

1.9±0.7 

(1.8-2.0) 
0.01  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

 ���#�!� 

2.0±0.6 

(1.9-2.1) 

1.9±0.6 

(1.8-2.0) 
0.01  1.9±0.6 

(1.8-2.0) 

2.0±0.6 

(1.8-2.1) 
0.17  n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Data are expressed as mean±S.D. (95%CI). *p<0.05 compared with baseline by the Wilcoxon’s signed rank tes
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